Transitivity alternation refers to the causative/inchoative alternation of some unaccusative verbs. Different languages use different patterns to show transitivity alternation morphologically. While some languages like English use zero or no overt lexical marking, other languages (e.g. Spanish, Turkish, and Japanese) use overt morphological markers to show transitivity. This study aims to investigate the degree to which similarities and/or mismatches between English and Persian influence the use of unaccusative and unergative verbs by Persianspeaking learners of English. Based on different verb types in English and Persian, seven verb categories were identified as the basis for comparison. A forced-choice elicitation test including 48 items was developed based on these seven verb categories. A proficiency test was also used to divide participants (116 undergraduate students of English) into high and low proficiency groups. The results revealed findings more in line with transfer at the morphological rather than the argument structure level (Montrul, 2000) . Alternating unaccusatives with similar equivalent structures for transitive/intransitive pairs in Persian and non-alternating unaccusatives with different structures for transitive/intransitive pairs in Persian seem to be the most difficult verb categories for learners. The effect of proficiency level was also significant on the recognition of correct structures.
Introduction Different languages do not have similar patterns regarding the type and number of argument structures that they attribute to verbs (Pinker, 1989) . Accordingly, transitivity alternation, which refers to the causative/inchoative alternation of some unaccusative verbs, has been the focus of many studies (Montrul, 1999; Cabrera and Zubizarreta, 2005b; Cabrera, 2010) . While changing the word order and eliminating the agent NP in inchoative forms seem to be universal features, languages differ in the way they exhibit this alternation morphologically. English, for example, uses zero or no overt lexical marking, while many other languages (e.g. Spanish, Turkish, and Japanese) use overt morphological markers to show transitivity (Montrul, 2000) . As a result, when learners from different linguistic backgrounds try to learn a language with a different argument structure system, the effect of L1 transfer on the initial state and later development of the interlanguage system becomes important. The initial state, in general, can be defined as the "underlying knowledge about language structures and principles that is in learners' heads at the very start of L1 or L2 acquisition" (Saville-Troike, 2005, p. 16). In L2 acquisition, the initial state includes "the kind of unconscious linguistic knowledge that the L2 learner starts out with in advance of the L2 input and/or to refer to characteristics of the earliest grammar" (White, 2003, p. 58) . In other words, the initial state contains everything that the L2 learner brings to the very beginning stages of the L2 acquisition process.
Many theories have been proposed to identify the manner and sources of initial state knowledge in L2 acquisition. Two important theories are the Full Access Model (Epstein, Flynn and Martohardjono, 1996) and Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (hereafter FT/FA; Schwartz and Sprouse, 1996) . The first model proposes that the initial state of L2 acquisition is Universal Grammar (UG) while Full Transfer Hypothesis maintains that "the initial state of L2 acquisition is the full computational system of the L1 grammar" (Montrul, 2001a, p. 159) , though interactions with UG may also occur. According to FT/FA, L2 learners at the beginning stages of L2 acquisition produce utterances which are more in line with the marked member of the pair if their first language uses different morphological markers to show transitivity (White, 2003) . For example, Spanish and Turkish are two languages which use overt morphology to show transitivity alternation for some verbs. Spanish learners of Turkish and Turkish learners of Spanish accurately reject verbs which do not have overt inchoative morphemes and accept those which have an overt morpheme. On the other hand, in the case of L1 English learners (a language with zero morphology in showing transitivity) who are learning these two languages as their L2, it has been observed that forms similar to the passive morpheme are accepted to some extent while other incorrect forms lacking the necessary inchoative morphemes are rejected (Montrul, 2000; 2001 a, b) .
In addition, beginner learners overgeneralize causatives the way children learning their first language overgeneralize, i.e. they incorrectly accept or produce lexical causatives with nonalternating unaccusatives. Montrul (1999; 2001a) Montrul's (2000) proposal for a "modular view" of transfer. Transfer at the level of argument structure and transfer at the level of morphology are in opposition and as a result of each, different possibilities can be derived. If transfer occurs at the level of argument structure, then L2 learners must not have any problem in acquiring equivalent structures. If transfer occurs at the morphological level, on the other hand, morphological mismatches between L1 and L2 in terms of overt morphology (in spite of equivalent argument structures) will cause difficulties for L2 learners. In other words, the predictions are that "default linguistic mechanisms (from UG) play a role at the argument-structure level but that the L1 has a strong influence at the morphological level, particularly with the morphology of alternating verbs" (Montrul, 2000, p. 231) . The modular view rejects the idea that the L1 computational system is transferred as a block. Rather it maintains that "transfer can be more advanced or pervasive in some domains than in others; that is, it can restructure or reconfigure earlier in some modules (perhaps syntax) but take longer in others (morphology or phonology)" (Montrul, 2000, p. 233 Some of these studies have focused on the learnability problems unaccusative verbs cause for L2 learners (Zobl, 1989; Yip, 1990) . In a series of experiments, Montrul (1999; 2001a & b, 2004 examined the acquisition of argument structures by different L1 and L2 learners. She found that if an L1 uses morphology to show this argument structure feature, learners are sensitized to these morphologies in the L2 (whether L2 uses similar, different or no morphology). She attributed this to transfer at the morphological level based on FTFA preliminaries. In other words, the presence or absence of certain L1 lexical features influences the L2 learners' interlanguage system of lexical entries. According to FTFA hypothesis, L1 is the basis of the L2 learners' interlanguage representation (including the argument structure and the argument changing morphologies. Later, in the presence of positive evidence, these representations and lexical entries are restructured based on Universal Grammar instantiations.
Persian is also a language which uses overt morphology for alternating in transitivity. This study aims to make a comparison between Persian and English structures and the way similarities and differences may cause problems for Iranian EFL learners based on a Full Transfer Model of L2 acquisition. Accordingly, the study aims to answer these questions: E9) The rabbit appeared. E10) *The magician appeared the rabbit.
Unergative verbs are those verbs which are similar to unaccusative verbs in the sense that they also take one argument but that argument is an agent rather than a theme. These verbs do not have a causative alternation:
E11) The child laughed. E12) *Sam laughed the child.
The Persian language seems to have diverse patterns regarding these verb categories (Hagh-bin, 2003). However, no study has provided a comprehensive categorization regarding these verbs. The first type of verb consists of unaccusatives with transitive alternations. In the first group, which mostly consists of simple verbs, only a direct object-marker (DOM) raɁ may be added to the theme in causative alternation: In other words, crack, which is an alternating unaccusative in English, has two equivalents in Persian; the first shekaɁftan is an alternating unaccusative while the second tarak bardaɁshtan is a nonalternating unaccusative in Persian. This is also the case with freeze which is an alternating unaccusative in English but has a Type-1 alternating unaccusative equivalent (yakh bastan) and a Type-2 alternating unaccusative equivalent in Persian (monjamed shodan/monjamed kardan). These verb categories will be explained below.
In the second category, which consists mostly of compound verbs (preverb + verb), the verbal element will also change as well as adding the object-marker element (DOM) raɁ: 
The items were designed in a way to determine whether learners would transfer the Persian structures where there were mismatches between English and Persian. For example, the verb damage is a transitive verb in English but its Persian equivalent (aɁsib zadan; aɁsib didan) is a Type-2 alternating unaccusative verb. The item provided a mini-cloze text to elicit the use of the verb as follows:
Last month, there was a strong earthquake in this area. Many houses (damaged/were damaged) in the earthquake and the tsunami that followed it.
On the other hand, the verb appear is a non-alternating unaccusative verb in English while its equivalent is a Type-2 alternating unaccusative verb in Persian (zaɁher shod/zaɁher kard):
There was a very big circus in our town last week. A magician was there who (appeared a rabbit/made a rabbit appear) out of a hat.
Data collection and analysis. The two tests were administered in regular class time in one session. The students received instructions on how to complete the tasks. To analyse the data, at first the participants were divided into high and lowintermediate proficiency groups based on the mean of the proficiency test scores, which was 39 (out of 74). In order to obtain a more reliable classification procedure between the high and the low groups, the mid group was omitted from the data analysis process. Each of the low and high proficiency groups contained 40 participants. An independent t-test was conducted to find out whether this classification was significant or not. The tvalue was 23.19, which was significant at p<.001.
In the forced-choice elicitation task, the responses were scored in a way that each correct answer received one point and, as a result, each participant obtained a total score for the whole task. As the task was based on seven verb categories, a separate score was also calculated for each of these subcategories. As a result, because the number of items for each verb category was equal (N=6), a range of 0 to 6 points was possible for each verb category. The items were chosen in a way that each item has only one possible correct answer. Juffs's (1996) explanation, which proposes that L2 learners are looking for a structure with similar overt morphology in English as in their L1. The results of this category, which consists of equivalent argument structures but morphological mismatches between L1 and L2, are also in favour of transfer at the morphological level.
Results and discussion
The third category includes the verb damage which is a transitive verb in English but is an alternating unaccusative in Persian (aɁsib zadan (T)/aɁsib didan (I)) with a morphological change. Though there are different argument structures in the two languages, participants had few errors in this category and accepted the passive rather than the ungrammatical unaccusative (The house was damaged/*The house damaged). It could be argued that the low degree of errors in this category can be attributed to the fact that for this category of verbs, the passive structure is acceptable, and as a result learners chose the correct structure. Again this result provides a piece of evidence against transfer at the argument structure level because, even though the argument structures are different in the two languages (and the expectation was that L2 learners make mistakes in this category), they performed well in this category.
Categories 4 and 5 are related to nonalternating verbs. Category 4 includes the verb appear, which is a non-alternating unaccusative in English but has intransitive/transitive counterparts in Persian with different morphologies (zɁher shod/zaɁher kard). In other words, the mismatches are at both the argument structure and morphological level. It was the most difficult verb category for the participants. Most of the respondents (89%) accepted the ungrammatical sentence *The magician appeared the rabbit rather than the grammatical sentence The magician made the rabbit appear. On the other hand, they did not make the same mistakes with the verbs in category 5 (happen, occur), which contains equivalent argument structures and morphology. As was mentioned earlier, the Persian counterparts of these verbs, as in English, do not have a transitive alternation. As expected, the structure make the earthquakes happen was selected significantly more frequently by participants than the ungrammatical sentence * happen the earthquakes. This was in contrast with the results of category 4 (appear) which has a transitive as well as an intransitive equivalent in Persian (of course with a morphological change in the light verbs shod→kard). In the case of category 4, the participants preferred the ungrammatical structure to the grammatical sentence. The overuse of the structure MAKE STH VERB can be explained by the fact that this is a default structure which L2 learners of English turn to, which is also a marked structure in Persian acceptable for many verbs. However, in the case of appear the acceptability of the Persian structures may have misled learners into choosing the ungrammatical sentence *The magician appeared the rabbit. Overall, the results of these two categories also confirm Montrul's (2000) morphological transfer hypothesis. Meanwhile, in the case of intransitive sentences, participants accepted ungrammatical sentences such as *The accident was happened and *The rabbit was appeared, which is again a sign of overpassivization in places where unaccusatives are required.
Categories 6 and 7 consist of unergative verbs. Category 6 includes unergative verbs of English whose Persian counterparts have intransitive as well as transitive alternations with a morphological change (different argument structures and morphologies). Most of the participants were accurate in rejecting the ungrammatical sentences such as *He laughed the baby and correctly accepting the grammatical structure He made the baby laugh. This is the only case which is against the transfer at the morphological level hypothesis, which may be related to the particular nature of unergative verbs, which in contrast to unaccusative verbs, are easier to learn. Verbs of the last category (swim and sing), which have only intransitive forms both in English and Persian seem to be the easiest structure for these respondents, as is evident from the mean obtained. In this category we have equivalent argument structures and morphologies. Most respondents correctly rejected ungrammatical structures such as *He swam the child and accepted the grammatical sentences He made the child swim. The results of the last category are also in line with transfer at a morphological level. Overall, the results of this part confirm a modular approach of transfer.
These results are in agreement with previous research which confirms that L2 learners of English whose first languages use overt morphologies to show transitivity alternation fail to recognize the null morphology of English verbs (White et al, 1998; Montrul, 2000; Whong-Barr, 2005) . The results are more in line with a modular view of transfer at the level of morphology. Based on the predictions of FT/FA, L2 learners should transfer L1 grammar in its entirety (including argument structure and morphological aspects) and, as a result, should not have made any errors. However, as the results showed, participants in this study made many different errors and this could be viewed as a piece of evidence in favour of the modular transfer view. Meanwhile, as was observed by the results of different verb categories in this study, the results are consistent with transfer at the morphological level view. Montrul (2000) has explained this fact by arguing that L1 influence at the level of morphology exists from the initial state while transfer at the level of argument structure is either nonexistent from the beginning or had finished for these learners.
It should be noted here that L1 transfer is just one factor which may influence the acquisition of a second language. Many personal, contextual and social factors have been proved to influence this process beyond the mere influence of second language learners' L1. Therefore, these results must not lead the readers to a narrow impression that L2 acquisition is only under the influence of L1.
Regarding the question of proficiency level, the results of the independent samples t-test are summarized in Table 3 : Independent-samples t-test of high-and low-intermediate groups
As Table 3 illustrates, the means obtained between the groups is significant at p<.001. In other words, the high proficiency group outperformed the low group comparing the overall score obtained for the elicitation task. In order to compare the performance of each group on the seven verb categories independentsample t-tests were utilized to see where the differences between high and low groups were significant. Table 4 : Results of t-tests for high and low groups for each verb category
The P value was adjusted by the Bonferoni adjustment formula because of the multiple comparisons made. All the t values are significant at the adjusted levels. This means that there is a significant difference between the performances of high and low proficiency groups in all seven categories of verbs. In other words, students make fewer errors regarding the use of these verbs as their proficiency level increases. As the results in Table 4 indicate, the high proficiency group has outperformed the low proficiency group in all the seven verb categories regardless of the similarities and/or differences between the argument structures of the verb categories. This is in line with the predictions of the FT/FA hypothesis, which predicts that when there are morphological mismatches between L1 and L2 in showing transitivity, beginner L2 learners tend to use the more marked members of the pairs (White, 2003) .
As was stated earlier, beginner learners overgeneralize causatives similarly to children learning their L1s. Therefore, errors of accepting or producing lexical causatives with non-alternating unaccusatives can be attributed to either L1 transfer or overgeneralization in the L2 itself. According to Montrul (2001a) , transfer (at the argument structure level) cannot be the source of overgeneralized causatives as these structures are not acceptable in the learners' L1. She argues that these errors are due to the fact that L2 learners have not acquired the L2 lexicosemantic features which are important in determining which verb class can alternate in transitivity. In other words, they have not reached a threshold level of the lexicosemantic features of L2 and may switch to the morphological features of their L1s.
According to the principles of the consciousness-raising approach to teaching formal aspects of language (Ellis, 2002) , rather than presenting grammatical structures to language learners and forcing them to get involved in productive practice of those structures, their consciousness must be drawn to those structures. The results of such comparative studies could be helpful to materials designers who write language teaching books for L1 Persian learners of English. Those unaccusative and unergative structures around which learners are more likely to make mistakes can be highlighted and brought to the learners' conscious attention. This way, without forcing language learners to produce these structures and to practise them (which can be confusing and have no long-lasting effect), language learners' attention is drawn to the differences between English and Persian regarding these particular verb categories and the morphological mismatches that exist in showing transitivity alternation. Further research can show the effectiveness of such strategies in helping Persian learners of English learn these structures.
Conclusion
Research in the area of acquisition of argument structures in a second language has supported the thesis that L2 acquisition is strongly under the influence of the properties of learners' L1. Two competing theories exist regarding the domain of L1 influence on L2 acquisition, namely, the Full Access Model, wherein the initial state of L2 acquisition is UG, and the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis according to which the initial state of L2 acquisition is L1 grammar (Montrul, 2001a ) with possible interactions with UG. FT/FA predicts that beginner L2 learners produce utterances more consistent with the marked member of the pair if in their L1 different morphological markers are used to show transitivity. The results of this study are more compatible with FT/FA hypothesis, as it was observed that low-proficiency students of English significantly used incorrect or less common grammatical structures regarding different intransitive and unergative verbs. On the other hand, L1 transfer can also occur at two levels: transfer at the argument structure level and transfer at the morphological level. If transfer occurs at the level of argument structure, then L2 learners should not have any problem in acquiring equivalent structures. Transfer at the level of morphology predicts that overt morphological mismatches between L1 and L2 will cause difficulties for L2 learners or that L1 plays a significant role at the morphological level even though the argument structures are equivalent. The results of this study revealed significant difficulties regarding the use of unaccusatives and unergatives in cases of both similarities and differences between English and Persian. However, these results are more in line with a transfer at the morphological level (Montrul, 2000) than a transfer at the argument structure level. Alternating unaccusatives (break, spill, cook) with similar equivalent structures for transitive/intransitive pairs in Persian and non-alternating unaccusatives (appear) with different structures for transitive/intransitive pairs in Persian seem to be the most difficult verb categories for Iranian EFL learners as was evident from the number of mistakes students made in these two categories. Regarding proficiency level, it had a significant effect on the degree of the errors students committed. This also provides another piece of evidence in favour of a morphological view of transfer in contrast to transfer as a block view.
